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REASONS FOR PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 



Dear Sir: 



Applicant seeks pre-appeal review of the § 102 rejections of claims 1-5, 8-10, 17, 28, 30, 
31, 36 and 56-59. In a Final Office Action mailed on September 4, 2008, claims 1-5, 8-10, 17, 
28, 30, 31, 36 and 56-59 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Smith. 

In order to anticipate a claim under 35 U.S.C. § 102, a single reference must teach each 
and every element of the claim. Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 
631 (Fed. Cir. 1987). In fact, "[t]he identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is 
contained in the ... claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236 (Fed. Cir. 
1989). Furthermore, in order for a reference to be anticipatory, "[its] elements must be arranged 
as required by the claim." In re Bond, 910 F.2d 831 (Fed. Cir. 1990), cited in M.P.E.P. § 2131. 




The system of independent claim 1 includes a riser extending from a platforai adjacent an 
ocean surface towards an ocean bottom; a landing string extending within the riser from the 
platform towards the ocean bottom; and a line extending along at least a part of a length of the 
landing string and including a distributed sensor system for sensing a parameter at various points 
along the length of the landing string. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner errs in the § 102 rejection of claim 1, as 
Smith fails to disclose all of the limitations of this claim. 

For example, the system of claim 1 includes a riser and a landing string, which extends 
within the riser from a platform adjacent an ocean surface towards the ocean bottom. The Final 
Office Action labels Smith's production tubing 8 as the landing string of claim 1 . Final Office 
Action, p. 2. However, Applicant respectfully submits that the production tubing 8 does not 
extend within a riser from a platform adjacent an ocean surface towards the ocean bottom. Li 
this regard, Smith states, "the upper end of the production tubing 8 is terminated and retained in a 
wellhead 9." Smith, 5:54-55. See also, for example, ¥ig. 1 of Smith, which discloses a single 
well and in Fig. 2, which discloses a field of two wells. Thus, Smith's production tubing 8 does 
not extend within a riser from a platform adjacent an ocean surface towards the ocean bottom. 

Smith states that for purposes of installing the production tubing 8, the tubing 8 may be 
deployed from a surface rig. Smith, 5:45-47. Even assuming, for purposes of argument, that the 
production tubing 8 is considered to be the "landing string" of claim 1 when the tubing 8 is 
deployed from the rig, Smith fails to disclose a line that extends along at least part of a length of 
the tubing 8, which includes a distributed sensor system. More specifically, Smith discloses a 
tubing string 1 1 that may be attached to the production tubing 8 (Smith, 6:1-4), and Smith 
discloses that an optical fiber may ultimately be installed in the tubing string 1 1 (Smith, 7:37- 
47). However, Smith fails to disclose that the optical fiber is present in the tubing 1 1 as the 
production tubing 8 is deployed from the surface rig. In this regard. Smith discloses pumping the 
optical fiber into place through the use of a siUcon gel or other fluid (Smith, 7:37-47) but fails to 
disclose that the optical fiber is installed with the tubing string 11. Therefore, even assuming, for 
purposes of argument, that the production tubing 8 may be considered a "landing string" when 
the tubing 8 is being deployed, Smith fails to disclose a line extending along at least part of a 
length of the landing string, which includes a distributed sensor system. Thus, for at least the 
reason that Smith fails to disclose a landing string extending within a riser from a platform 
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towards the ocean bottom and a line extending along at least part of a length of the landing string 
and including a distributed sensor system, Smith fails to anticipate claim 1. 

Smith fails to anticipate claim 1 for at least the additional, independent reason that Smith 
fails to disclose the riser of claim 1. Li this regard, claim 1 recites that the landing string extends 
within a riser, which extends from a platform adjacent an ocean surface toward the ocean 
bottom. Although column 5 of Smith discusses a riser in connection with drilling, this 
discussion fails to disclose a riser in which a landing string extends, as set forth in claim 1. 

Therefore, for at least any of the foregoing reasons, Applicant requests withdrawal of the 
§ 102 rejection of claim 1. 

Independent claim 28 overcomes the § 102 rejection for similar reasons. In this regard; 
the method of claim 28 recites deploying a landing string within a riser, where the landing string 
and riser extend from a platform on the ocean surface towards an ocean bottom; and deploying a 
line along at least part of a length of the landing string, where this line includes a distributed 
sensor system. For at least the reasons that are set forth above. Smith fails to disclose at least the 
acts of deploying a landing string and deploying a line, as set forth in claim 28. Therefore, 
Applicant respectfiiUy requests withdrawal of the § 102 rejection of this claim. 

Dependent claims 2-5, 8-10, 17, 30, 31, 36 and 56-59 are patentable for at least the same 
reasons as the claims from which they depend. 

The Commissioner is authorized to charge any additional fees or credit any overpayment 
to Deposit Account No. 20-1504 (SHL.0308US). 
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